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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

On November 12, 2003, Applicant filed an amendment changing only the 
specification. The changes are approved. Accordingly, the previous objection to the 
specification is withdrawn. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed November 12, 2003 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Regarding claims 1, 8 and 9, "as claimed", the examiner 
respectively disagrees. Gadgil et al., U.S. Patent No. 7,780,860 does anticipate these 
claims. Gadjil et al. teaches a maximum throughput of 15 liters per minute (col 12, lines 
33-34). This means it is capable of 1, 2, 3, ...15 liters per minute. As currently claimed, 
the only limitation is 8 liters per minute or less which falls in the above range. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, both inventions 
are tailored towards purifying water. In addition, Kool et al. teach water treatment in the 
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home (tap) so one of ordinary skill in the art would consider purifying tap water. As 
such, the invention would need to be scaled down for home use. 

Regarding claims 4-7, examiner respectively disagrees and it is proper to 
combine the references under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1, 8, and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Gadgil, et al. U.S. Patent 5,780,860. Regarding claim 1 , Gadgil, et al. teach an 
ultraviolet water disinfector comprising: 

a. a feed water delivery system (see column 19, lines 1-15); 

b. an inlet chamber housing at least a portion of the feed water delivery system 
(see column 1 9, line 1 6-1 7 and figure 1 , ref signs 21 and 31 ); 

c. a baffle wall downstream of the feed water delivery system, the baffle wall 
having a plurality of spaced perforations (see column 19, lines 19-21 and column 22, 
lines 5-9 and figure 1 , ref sign 37 ); 

d. an air suspended UV lamp (see column 21 , lines 1 4-1 9 and figure 1 , ref sign 
53); and 
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e. a treatment chamber beneath the UV lamp downstream of the baffle wall, 
wherein water is driven by gravity at a flow rate of 8 liters per minute or less (see 
column 12, line 33-34). 

Regarding claim 8, Gadgil, et al. teaches the UV system as described in claim 1 
above. Since the inventors anticipate a system with a max throughput of 15 L/min, they 
also anticipate a range of 4 L/min or less (see column 12, line 33-34). 

Regarding claim 9, Gadgil, et al. teaches the UV system as described in claim 1 
above. Since the inventors anticipate a system with a max throughput of 15 L/min, they 
also anticipate a range of 1-3 L/min or less (see column 12, line 33-34). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gadgil, et 
al. U.S. Patent 5,780,860 in view of Kool, et al. U.S. Patent 6,533,930. Regarding claim 
2, Gadgil, et al. teaches the limitations of claim 1 as described above. 
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However, the reference is silent with respect to adapting the feed water delivery 
system to connect to a household tap. 

Kool, et al. teaches the use of water treatment stations for use in the home or 
office. In addition, water can be either fed directly from a faucet or routed through the 
station prior to being dispensed from the faucet (see column 1, lines 22-29). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the invention of Gadgil, et al. to adapt the water delivery 
system to be able to connect to a household tap as the source of water. 

The motivation for such an improvement would be to remove contaminants found 
in tap water (see column 1, line 10-13). 

Claims 3 and 10-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gadgil, et al. U.S. Patent 5,780,860. Regarding claim 3, Gadgil, et al. teaches the 
limitations of claim 1 as described above. In addition, Gadgil, et al. describes the use of 
an outer shell adapted to collect water that overflows (see column 19, lines 45-55). 

However, the reference is silent with respect to a notch in the inlet chamber 
adapted to allow excess water to overflow. 
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Gadgil, et al describes the use of notches (evacuation cutouts) on walls for water 
overflow (see column 12, line 34-39). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the inlet chamber to include notches adapted to allow 
excess water to overflow. 

The motivation for such an improvement would be to prevent excess water from 
flooding the internal workings (see column 12, lines 39-42). 

Regarding claim 10, Gadgil, et al. teaches the limitations of claim 1 as described 

above. 

However, the reference is silent with respect to the disinfector having a length of 
about 48 cm or less, a width of about 1 9.5 cm or less, and a height of about 1 5.75 cm or 
less. 

It is well known in the art to scale the size of components (See MPEP 2144.04; 
In re Rinehart, 531 F.2d 1048, 189 USPQ 143 (CCPA 1976)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to scale the disinfector to a smaller size. 
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The motivation for making the disinfector smaller or larger would be to be able to 
install the system in various locations and have the flexibility to accommodate different 
sizes. 

Regarding claim 11, Gadgil, et al. teaches the limitations of claim 1 as described 

above. 

However, the reference is silent with respect to the disinfector having a length of 
about 40 cm or less, a width of about 16.5 cm or less, and a height of about 13.125 cm 
or less. 

It is well known in the art to scale the size of components (See MPEP 2144.04; 
In re Rinehart, 531 F.2d 1048, 189 USPQ 143 (CCPA 1976)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to scale the disinfector to a smaller size. 

The motivation for making the disinfector smaller or larger would be to be able to 
install the system in various locations and have the flexibility to accommodate different 
sizes. 

Regarding claim 12, Gadgil, et al. teaches the limitations of claim 1 as described 

above. 
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However, the reference is silent with respect to the disinfector having a length 
within a range of about 35.2 - 28.8 cm, a width within a range of about 1 4.3 - 1 1 .7 cm, 
and a height within a range of about 1 1 .55 - 9.45 cm. 

It is well known in the art to scale the size of components (See MPEP 2144.04; 
In re Rinehart, 531 F.2d 1048, 189 USPQ 143 (CCPA 1976)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to scale the disinfector to a smaller size. 

The motivation for making the disinfector smaller or larger would be to be able to 
install the system in various locations and have the flexibility to accommodate different 
sizes. 

Regarding claim 13, Gadgil, et al. teach an ultraviolet water disinfector 
comprising: 

a. a feed water delivery system (see column 19, lines 1-15); 

b. an inlet chamber housing at least a portion of the feed water delivery system 
(see column 1 9, line 1 6-1 7 and figure 1 , ref signs 21 and 31 ); 

c. a baffle wall downstream of the feed water delivery system, the baffle wall 
having a plurality of spaced perforations (see column 19, lines 19-21 and column 22, 
lines 5-9 and figure 1 , ref sign 37 ); 
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d. a treatment chamber beneath the UV lamp downstream of the baffle wall, 
wherein water is driven by gravity at a flow rate of 8 liters per minute or less (see 
column 12, line 33-34). 

However, the reference is silent with respect to the specific use of a UV lamp 
using 20 Watts of input power or less. 

Gadgil, et al. indicates that very low energy lamps can be used (see column 3, 
lines 45-48). It is well known in the art to optimize within prior art conditions or perform 
routine experimentation (See MPEP 2144.04; In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 105 USPQ 
233,235). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a UV lamp that uses less than about 20 Watts of input 
power. 

The motivation for using low power UV lamps would be reduce operating costs 
and increase bulb longevity. 

Regarding claim 14, Gadgil, et al. teaches the UV system as described in claim 
13 above. Since the inventors anticipate a system with a max throughput of 15 L/min, 
they also anticipate a rate of 8 L/min or less (see column 12, line 33-34). 
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Regarding claim 15, Gadgil, et al. teaches the UV system as described in claim 
13 above. In addition, the inventors describe the use of a low-pressure mercury lamp 
(see column 24, line 58-61). 

Regarding claim 16, Gadgil, et al. teaches the UV system as described in claim 
13 above. However, the reference is silent with respect to the disinfector having a 
length of about 40 cm or less, a width of about 16.25 cm or less, and a height of about 
13.125 cm or less. 

It is well known in the art to scale the size of components (See MPEP 2144.04; 
In re Rinehart, 531 F.2d 1048, 189 USPQ 143 (CCPA 1976)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to scale the disinfector to a smaller size. 

The motivation for making the disinfector smaller or larger would be to be able to 
install the system in various locations and have the flexibility to accommodate different 
sizes. 

Claims 4 - 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gadgil, et al. U.S. Patent 5,780,860 in view of Cryptosporidium Inactivation By Low 
Pressure UV In a Water Disinfection Device by Drescher, Greene, and Gadgil (referred 
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to as Drescher, et al.). Regarding claim 4, Gadgil, et al. teaches the limitations of claim 
1 as described above. 

However, the reference is silent with respect to narrowband UV radiation. 

Drescher, et al. teaches the use of narrowband UV in a water purification system 
(see page 1 abstract). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the use of narrowband UV radiation in the invention 
of Gadgil, etal. 

The motivation for the use of narrowband UV radiation would be to treat the 
water possibly containing Cryptosporidium parvum as well as most bacteria and viruses 
(see page 8, second paragraph). 

Regarding claim 5, Gadgil, et al. in view of Drescher, et al. teaches the limitations 
of claim 4 above. 


However, the references are silent with respect to specific lamp power used. 
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Gadgil, et al. indicates that very low energy lamps can be used (see column 3, 
lines 45-48). It is well known in the art to optimize within prior art conditions or perform 
routine experimentation (See MPEP 2144.04; In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 105 USPQ 
233,235). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a UV lamp that uses less than about 25 Watts of input 
power. 

The motivation for using low power UV lamps would be reduce operating costs 
and increase bulb longevity. 

Regarding claim 6, Gadgil, et al. in view of Drescher, et al. teaches the limitations 
of claim 5 above. 

However, the references are silent with respect to specific lamp power used. 

Gadgil, et al. indicates that very low energy lamps can be used (see column 3, 
lines 45-48). It is well known in the art to optimize within prior art conditions or perform 
routine experimentation (See MPEP 2144.04; In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 105 USPQ 
233,235). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a UV lamp that uses less than about 20 Watts of input 
power. 

The motivation for using low power UV lamps would be reduce operating costs 
and increase bulb longevity. 

Regarding claim 7, Gadgil, et al. in view of Drescher, et al. teaches the limitations 
of claim 6 above. 

However, the references are silent with respect to specific lamp power used. 

Gadgil, et al. indicates that very low energy lamps can be used (see column 3, 
lines 45-48). It is well known in the art to optimize within prior art conditions or perform 
routine experimentation (See MPEP 2144.04; In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 105 USPQ 
233,235). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a UV lamp that uses about 8-15 Watts of input power. 

The motivation for using low power UV lamps would be reduce operating costs 
and increase bulb longevity. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). A shortened statutory period for reply to this final 
action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the 
event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action 
and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date 
the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the 
statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final 
action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher M. Kalivoda whose telephone number is 
(571 ) 272-2476. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday (8:30 - 
5:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John R. Lee can be reached on (571 ) 272-2477. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 


Christopher M. Kalivoda 
Art Unit 2881 
February 11, 2004 
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